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1 The public hearing on the Disposal and Reuse of the 

2 Jefferson Proving Ground was held on Tuesday, April 25, 

3 1995, at the Salvation Army Auditorium, 331 East Main 

4 Street, Madison, Indiana: That said meeting was taken in 

5 shorthand and on a tape recorder by Lois Jackson, a Notary 

6 Public in and for the County of Jefferson, State of 

7 Indiana: That the following transcript is provided of said 

8 meeting: 

9 

10 

12 MR. PAUL CLOUD: I would like to welcome everyone 

13 here tonight for the public hearing. It is now my pleasure 

14 to introduce Colonel Terry Weekly, Commanding officer of the 

15 Jefferson Proving Ground. Thank you. 

16 

17  COLONEL TERRY WEEKLY: Good evening, ladies and 

18 gentlemen. I would like to take this opportunity to welcome 

19 you all to this evening's hearing regarding the Draft 

20 Environmental Impact Statement for the disposal and reuse of 

21 JPG. 

22  As I believe everyone is aware, we were a 1988 Base 

23 Realignment and Closure installation. We are scheduled for 

24 closure on the third (3rd) of September of this year and 

25 that is dictated by law. I think most of you are probably 
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1 also aware that we finished our ammunition testing mission 

2 on the thirtieth (30th) of September last year and I know 

3 some of you at least - I see faces that were there for that 
4 ceremony. At the present time, we are in the process of 

5 closing out facilities and turning in equipment in 

6 preparation for the eventual re-use of the proving ground or 

7 possibly putting into caretaker status, depending on how the 

8 process goes. 

9  Our purpose here this evening is to receive your 

10 comments and concerns on the Environmental Impact Statement 

11 that the Army has prepared for the disposal and re-use. Let 

12 me emphasize the word environmental impact. Our purpose is 

13 not, at this forum, is not to debate the closure process or 

14 even debate who the ultimate user of the proving ground is 

15 going to be. That will be counterproductive. What we need 

16 to focus our comments on are the environmental impacts and 

_      17 socio-economic impacts to the community of this closure. 
 

      18  So please try to focus your comments in that regard 

19 and I think it will be a lot more fruitful meeting for 

20 everyone. The draft EIS that we're reviewing tonight was 

21 prepared by Jaycor Corporation under the supervision of Mr. 

22 Jim Davidson of the U.S. Army Materiel Command and Jim is 

23 going to be the one who will conduct tonight's meeting. Of 
  

24 course, we at the proving ground are always willing to hear 

25 your thoughts and comments on the disposal process and  
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1 re-use process, but the key here is that the ultimate 

2 decision on the re-use is going to be made in Washington; so 

3 it's very important that we know what your comments and 

4 concerns are and that you take advantage, either of this 

5  meeting tonight or take advantage of putting your comments 

6 in writing and sending them in to us and I assure you that 

7 all comments will receive consideration. 

8  Again, I would like to welcome you to this 

9 evening's hearing and, at this time, I would like to 

10 introduce Mr. Jim Davidson of the U. S. Army Materiel 

11 Command and Jim will conduct the proceedings for the 

12 remainder of the evening. Thank you very much. 

13 

14  MR. JIM DAVIDSON: Good evening. It's a pleasure 

15 to be here tonight to conduct this hearing. As Colonel 

16 Weekly mentioned, I work for the Army Materiel Command. The 

17 Materiel Command is the major Army headquarters for the 

18 Jefferson Proving Ground. We are based in Alexandria, 

19 Virginia. The Materiel Command is also the proponent for 

20 the draft Environmental Impact Statement on the disposal and 

21 re-use of the Jefferson Proving Ground property, which is 

22 the subject of tonight's hearing. 

23  This is the agenda for tonight's hearing. Before 

24 taking your comments, I want to explain the purpose of the 

25 hearing and also discuss the process that we went through to 
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1   produce the draft Environmental Impact Statement.  I will  

2   also briefly overview the organization and content of the 

3   document. One administrative point before I get into this 

4 presentation: If you intend to make a verbal comment 

5 tonight on the document, you need to sign in up at the small 

6 table just inside the door.  What we’re going to do is,  

7 after I finish my presentation, we’ll take your verbal 

8 comments.  We ask you that you keep yourself to about five 

9 (5) minutes.  We will take your comments in order that you 

10 sign in on the sheet.  So that’s what we’re looking forward 

11 to.  Next chart, please, Paul. 

12      This chart identifies the purpose of the hearing. 

13 There are three (3) purposes basically.  We are here to 

14 Discuss the process, here to discuss the content of the  

15 Document, and most importantly we’re here to listen to your 

16 Comments on the document.  Public law directs the closure of 

17 Jefferson Proving Ground at the end of this coming  

18 September.  After that date, the Army can no longer perform 

19 an active mission on the proving ground property.  As a 

20 result, we are considering options for disposal of the real 

21 property.  The Nation Environmental Policy Act or NEPA, 

22 for short, requires us to study environmental consequences 

23 of major federal actions such as the closure of the proving  

24 ground.  The resulting NEPA study will serve as a decision 

25 making tool for property disposal decisions.  Because of the  
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1 complexity of the disposal action, the Army is preparing an 

2 Environmental Impact Statement - the highest level of NEPA 

3 analysis. This chart displays the key events in developing 

4 an Environmental Impact Statement. For your information, 
 
5 starting in the upper left corner, the notice of intent for 

 
6 this document occurred on December 30, 1992. The initial 

 
7 scoping meeting to scope - get public's input on what should 

  
8 be reviewed in the document occurred on February 11, 1993. 

 
9 The draft EIS - the subject of tonight's hearing - was first 

 
10 made available to the public on March 31, 1995. The 
 
11 hearing, of course, is tonight. The final Environmental 
 
12 Impact Statement, a document that will incorporate all your 
 
13 written and verbal comments on the document will be  
 
14 available in either late July or early August this summer. 
 
15 Finally, the process concludes with what's called a ROD or 
 
16 Record of Decision. We anticipate that this decision will 
 
17 be available at either the end of August or at the latest in 
 
18 early September, 1995. 

19 The primary purpose of an Environmental Impact 
 
20 Study is to analyze the potential for significant 
 
21 environmental consequences of a proposed action and its 
 
22 alternatives. Advance knowledge of the significant impacts 
 
23 influences decision making. 

24 This chart displays the standard format for 

25   Environmental Impact Statements. Because the disposal of the 
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 1 proving ground is tied to a base closure action, a summary 

 2 of your community's re-use plan is appended to the study 

 3 document. There is a cross reference in Chapter Three of 

 4 the Army's study which links your community's plan for  

 5  proposed use of the various study areas to the Army's 

 6 evaluation of re-use scenarios.  

 7  The primary action addressed in this Environmental 

 8 Impact Statement is the disposal of the proving ground by 

 9 the Army. There are three (3) alternatives under 

 10 consideration: Number one is encumbered disposal of the 

 11 property to new owners. By encumbered disposal, I mean 

 12 there would be certain land use restrictions imposed on the 

 13 new owners. The second alternative considered is 

 14 unencumbered disposal. That analyzes the possibility for 

 15 removing the encumbrances and finally, there is a third 

 16 alternative known as the no action alternative, which 

 17 analyzes the consequences of the Army retaining the proving 
 
 18 ground in a caretaker status. 

19 Secondary to the disposal action is the re-use of  
 

20 the proving ground by new owners. For re-use, we have 
 

21 evaluated low, medium, and high land use intensities 
 

22 consistent with the general re-use proposals identified in 
 

23 your community's re-use plan. 
 

24            These next two charts identify the thirteen (13) 

 
 25 different human and natural environmental resources studied 
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 1 in the Environmental Impact Statement. These resources are 

 2 described in detail in Chapter Four of the document. The 

 3 environmental consequences on each of the thirteen (13) 

 4 resources are evaluated in Chapter Five of the document. 

 5  This is the Army's plan for concluding the 

 6 Environmental. Impact Statement process. The comments on the 

 7 draft document are due by May fifteenth (15th). The final 

 8 Environmental Impact Statement will be available, as I said 

 9 a little bit earlier, in either late July or early August. 

 10 This final document again will document all your verbal and 

 11 written comments and the Army's official response to each. 

 12 Finally, the Record of Decision, which will permit us to 

 13 proceed with disposal of the property, will come in either 

 14 late August or early September. 

 15  Now it's time to hear from you. As I mentioned 

 16 earlier, you need to sign in at the front table if you 

 17 intend to make a verbal statement tonight. We ask that your 

 18 statement be limited to five (5) minutes. We will take your 

 19 comments in the order that you've signed in. The Army will 

 20 also consider all written comments as well. Either submit 

 21 these written comments at the front table or mail them to 

 22 the address shown on this slide. Your written comments 

 23 should be postmarked - excuse me, your mailed in comments 

 24 should be postmarked by May 15, 1995. A copy of the charts 

 25 that are being displayed tonight will accompany the public 
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1 hearing transcript, which will be included in the final, 

2 Environmental Impact Statement. 

3  Finally, in closing, I want to assure you that all 

4 of your verbal and written comments will be addressed in the 

5 public record and now I'll start taking those verbal 

6 comments. The first person to sign in is Mr. Richard Hill. 
7 

 
8             MR. HILL: Good evening. My name is Richard Hill. 

 9 I am President of Save The Valley, Incorporated, which is a 

10 local environmental organization and I would just like to 

11 take the opportunity to express just a few of our concerns 

12 tonight regarding proposals that are in the draft EIS. One 

13 of those has to do with continued monitoring. One of our 

14 main concerns involves the question of continuation of 

15 monitoring for possible health and safety risks after the 

16 Army has disposed of JPG. We feel it is essential that 

17 areas be sampled and tested on a regular basis in order to 

18 measure migration of any toxic substances. We do appreciate 

19 the danger inherent in any major clean-up efforts due to 

20 presence of UXO in areas North of the firing line. 
 

21 Therefore, continuous monitoring seems to be an acceptable 

22 alternative, at least from what we can tell at this time. 

23 This is of special concern in and around the depleted 

24 uranium impact area due to the long lived radioactive nature 

 25 of DU and its toxilogical - toxicological hazard as a metal. 
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1   We feel it is necessary to insure that migration of such 

2   contaminants through the soils to ground and surface waters 

3   is carefully monitored. Also, the fact that Big Creek runs 

4   right through the DP - the DU impact area gives rise to a 

5   number of possible mechanisms for migration of DU outside 

6   the immediate impact area. This is of particular concern to 

7   people outside the JPG borders who live on and otherwise use 

8   this creek for purposes such as fishing, recreation - maybe 

9   their livestock might get in there; so, for these reasons, 

10 we recommend sampling not only of water and soil, but also 

11 the biological inhabitants that could conceivably carry the 

12 contaminants away from the immediate impact area. We do 

13 understand that there is to be a separate EIS for the DU 

14 area and these concerns will be expressed during that 

15 process also; however, this present DEIS does address the 

16 disposal and re-use of the entire JPG and the current DEIS 

17 also identifies depleted uranium as an encumbrance to be 

18 considered so we just wanted to address that tonight. 
 
19       Another thing, the fish - wildlife refuge proposal 
 
20 - just briefly - the preservation of JPG as a wildlife 
 
21  refuge offers a unique opportunity for this part of the 
 
22 country. By the very nature of past use, much of JPG is 
 
23 actually unsuitable for other uses. There are currently no 
 
24 other areas of this large scale available in Indiana for  
 
25 protection of natural habitats.  Such habitats are being lost 
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1 every day and are becoming extremely rare. We feel that 

2 such an opportunity may never arise again on this scale in 

3 Indiana. I will not list here all the natural and historic 
  

4  features that are worth preserving as these are quite 

5 extensive, already very well known, and thoroughly described                                 
 
6 in other documents, including in the DEIS. 

7    Also, word on other proposed uses North of the  

8  firing line - some impacts that might apply here. There is  

9 much discussion of other uses other than the wildlife refuge  

 
10  for areas North of the firing line. We must express our 
  
11  opposition to uses that would compromise the integrity of 
 
12  the wildlife refuge. We have already mentioned the unique 

13  nature of the area and fear that other uses in or near the 

14 refuge would only interfere with the intent of habitat 

15 preservation. We believe that there are ample areas of 

16 opportunity for development lying outside JPG or South of 

17 the firing line. There seems to be a number of development 

18 minded persons wishing to turn lead or, in this case, UXO 

19 riddled land into gold. It seems obvious that any future 
 
20 use of even moderate intensity would require substantial 
 
21 clean-up efforts to remove UXO. A direct quotation from the 

22 DEIS states, due to historical practices at the JPG, 

23 unexploded ordnance may be found anywhere North of the 

24 firing line. Additional UXO clean-up costs estimates listed 

25 in the draft give figures as high as Eighty Seven Thousand 
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1 plus Dollars per acre in forested areas and over nearly 
 
2 Fifty Nine Thousand Dollars per acre in bare land areas. Is 

 
3 this land really worth that much? Is there not other 

 
4 uncontaminated land that could be had for considerably 

 
5 less? It is true that these are high worst case figures. 

 
6 There's other figures in there too; however, as we have all 

 
7 often experienced, anything that can possibly go wrong will 

 
8 go wrong and actual costs often far exceed projected ones. 

9 It is also true that developers would not directly pay these 
10 clean-up costs; however, they are true costs, whether they 
 
11 are paid by developers or by our tax dollars. Avery 
 
12 credible source of opinion comes from several people that - 
 
13 friends and neighbors and relatives who have worked at JPG 

14 for many years. I have lived in this area all of my life 
 
15 and know a lot of these people. Yes. 
 
16 MR. DAVIDSON: Mr. Hill, are you about finished? 

17 MR. HILL: Yes. I'm sorry. I'm almost done. At 

18   many of the meetings concerning the closure as well as in 
 
 
19 conversations with these people, many of them voiced their 

20 judgment that development of areas North of the firing line 
 
21 is not possible due to the presence of UXO and inability to 
 
22 remove it safely and we agree with that. Thank you. You 
 
23 were kind enough - I have a statement from another person 
 
24 too that's probably even shorten than that. Is that okay? 
 
25 MR. DAVIDSON: That's fine. If you could read that 
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1 person's name? 

2    MR. HILL: Yeah, I will. 

3    MR. DAVIDSON: Do you have - are your comments also 

4   in writing? 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

MR. HILL: Yes. I'll give them to you as soon as I 

get finished.  

7    MR. DAVIDSON:' Certainly. If you could spell the 
8 name of the next person you're speaking in behalf of? 

9         MR. HILL: Okay. The next person - he was supposed 

 i That's to be here tonight. His name is Thomas Dattilo 

D-a-t-t-i-1-o and he's an attorney. He's our attorney in a lot of cases 

and he was doing some work on this for us. Anyway, he couldn't be here 

tonight. He has an illness in the family so he had a statement here and 

I told him I'd read it for him. 

 

Save The Valley and later on tonight Hoosier  

Environmental Council will have expressed their concerns  

concerning the JPG Environmental Statement. However,  

a mention of the EIS and its lack of specificity concerning  

non-federal landowners, private landowners and their  

customers and social friends need to be addressed at this  

time. Encumbered disposal suggests the Army has formulated  

a plan to consider certain encumbrances on certain owners  

facing the condition of transfer. The Army suggests it may  

be able to control these encumbrances and accordingly, their 
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 1 environmental impacts. The Army authorizes that mitigation 

 2 of impacts would result in re-use of the JPG land and be 

 3 beyond the control of their authority. The EIS suggests 

 4 measures that future owners could take, including exercise 

 5 of sound discretion, land use planning, infrastructure 

 6 developments. The suggested adherence to deed restrictions 

 7 and enforcing of zoning substantial decision regulations and 

 8 building permits; however, the Army, to our knowledge, has 

 9 not approached Jefferson County zoning authorities regarding 

10   proper classification and zoning of the land South of the 

11   firing line. Also, there is no mention in - that the Army 

12   has approached Ripley and Jennings Counties regarding their 

13   comprehensive zoning plans for the area North of the firing 

14   line. How does - so how does proposed action analyzed in 

15   the EIS concern itself properly with the disposal of the 

16   entire facility? The EIS suggests that re-use of the 

17   installation of future occupants is beyond the direct 

18   control of the Army. The Army acknowledges that mitigation 

19   of impacts which result from use are beyond its control and 

20   authority. This re-use, the Army considers, indirect 

21   impact. The Army recognizes CERCLA requires that all 

22   federal property transfers specify any release storage, 

23   disposal of hazardous materials at the site along with the 

24   description of the circumstances and any response taken. 

25   Covenants are required for property transfers from the 
 
      14 
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1   federal government to private, non-federal entities that  

2   involve property which had been the site of storage,  

3   release, or disposal of hazardous materials. These  

4       covenants must warrant that necessary remedial action has  

5 been taken and that if additional remediation is needed, it  

6 will be conducted by the federal government. What assurance 

7   do the people of Jefferson, Ripley and Jennings Counties 

8   have that the federal government will remain in charge? The 

9   encumbrances - some encumbrances are identified as UXO and 
 

10   DU. After twenty-five years, the Army suggests that the 

11   outlined parcel intended for community development would be   

12   burdened with a reversionary clause favoring the Fish and 

13   Wildlife Service. Why not just transfer the property North 
 
 

14   of the firing line to the Fish and Wildlife Service so that 

15   no major liability decisions need be faced by any 

16   non-federal landowner or by private individual landowners 

17   who receive title from the federal government? 
 
 

18      The reversionary clause could have an effect on the 

19  county's land use, decisions respecting developed parcels 

20  and may be in conflict with the Fish and Wildlife Service's 
 
 

21  reversionary interest. Discussions have occurred between 

22  Save the Valley's attorney, Thomas Dattilo, and the 

      23  Jefferson County Zoning attorney and zoning officials that 

24   suggests Jefferson County may consider pursuing zoning 
 
 
      25    
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 1 classification for that portion of JPG that exists within 

 2 Jefferson County. Jefferson and Ripley Counties should, in 

 3 our opinion, do the same and commence zoning regulations and 

 4 requirements for their county's portions of JPG. Zoning 

 5 provides for orderly and planned growth, but then accounting 

 6 must be done before transfer of any real estate parcels are 

 7 between federal government and respective counties. I'm 

 8 almost done. 

 9  The Fish and Wildlife Service and their rights and 

 10 interest in the JPG facility should also be considered by 

 11 the zoning authorities of their respective counties. In 

 12 this manner, orderly and planned growth just might be 

 13 accomplished. It's a pity the government didn't think of 

 14 this significantly enough to direct the respective counties 

 15 to act in the county's best interest. Also, if parcels are 

 16 transferred to private landowners and if zoning is not 

 17 accomplished beforehand, the populus surrounding JPG will 

 18 suffer substantial problems; most likely environmental 

 19 hazards. 

 20  In conclusion, if the counties fail to zone JPG, 

 21 future generations can have no assurance of any proper 

 22 Planned growth or any safety for the business invitees or 

 23 the surrounding JPG populus from unexploded ordnance and 

 24 depleted uranium. Thank you. 
 
 
25 
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1 MR DAVIDSON: The next speaker is Michael Weber. 
 
2 Mr. Weber, if you could spell your name, please. 

3 MR. WEBER: Sure. My name is Michael Weber 
. 
 

4 That's W-e-b-e-r. I'm the chief of the Logo Waste and 

5 Decommissioning Projects Branch of the Nuclear Regulatory  

6 Commission of Rockville, Maryland. My comments tonight are 

7 brief. We will submit more detailed comments in writing by 

8 the deadline in the Federal Register notice. I certainly 

                                                9  want to express our appreciation for the opportunity to  9    
10 participate in this process. We conducted a preliminary 

11       review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and 
  
12 that's the basis for the comments we provide tonight and 
 
13 will provide in writing. 
 

14                    As you are well are, the NRC has also initiated the 

 15 scoping process with the intent to develop an Environmental 

 16 Impact Statement and our scoping meeting is tomorrow 

 17 evening. Our specific focus is on the Delta Impact Area 

 18 with the depleted uranium contamination. We are a 

 19 regulatory agency and we have the responsibility to insure 

 
20 that the public is protected and the environment is 

21 Protected from the activities associated with the Delta 

22 Impact Area and it's with that primary focus that we 

23 structure our comments here tonight. 

24 We believe that the Army's Draft Environmental 

25 Impact Statement is a good starting point because it lays 

  

17 

 

 

1 



 1 out in a fairly comprehensive fashion the alternatives that 

 2 are available for disposing and re-using the property. Many 

 3 of our concerns, however, are aligned with the first 

 4 speaker's remarks about the long term concerns about the 

 5) potential migration of the depleted uranium and that's 

 6 specifically one of the things that we would hope to address 

 7 in the development of our Environmental Impact Statement. 

 8 On the disposal alternatives, the re-use alternatives and 

 9 the comparison of alternatives, one of our concerns with the 

 10 Draft Environmental Impact Statement is that there appears 

 11 to be some inconsistencies and ambiguities and whether 

 12 certain remedial actions are, in fact, included in the 

 13 alternatives or are they somehow being conducted in parallel 

 14 with the implementation of the different disposal 

 15 alternatives; and, to that extent, they may affect both the 

 16 negative and the positive impacts that are associated with 

 17 different alternatives.So building on that, it may somehow 

 18 affect the comparison of the alternatives. We think that a 

 19 more quantitative analysis would help in shedding light on 

 20 what are the impacts and insuring that they are objectively 

 21 compared. 

 22  Although we have no concerns with the Army's 

 23 preferred alternative over all for the disposition of the 

 24 property, we do recognize that our Environmental Impact 

 25 Statement will be getting into the Delta Impact Area and 
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1   we'll be evaluating similar things like human health 

2   environmentally, other impacts associated with remediation 

3   and disposition of that property. 

4   I would be remiss if I did not point out that, at 

5   least at one point in the Draft Environmental Impact 

6   Statement - Section 4.14.4 - there is a dose estimate that 

7   is projected to exceed NRC's public dose limit if someone 

8   were to be exposed to the depleted uranium contamination. I 

9   believe the value cited is a hundred and ten milligram per 

10  year.  Assuming an individual were to live on the 

11  contaminated property, that’s over our hundred milligram per 
 

12  year dose criterian or dose limit intense of our 20.1301 and 
 
13 that, at least in that specific instance, suggests there 

 
14 may, in fact, be some significant impacts associated with 

 
15 the different alternatives so I would suggest the Army give 

 
16 that consideration in finalizing the EIS. Thank you. 

 
 

17 
18 MR. DAVIDSON: The next speaker is Mark – excuse 
 
19  me, Mike Marxen. Would you please spell the name for the 

 
20 reporter, please so that we can get it correct on the record? 

 
21          MR. MARXEN: Good evening. My name is Mike Marxen 

22 - M-a-r-x-e-n and I'm representing the U.S. Fish and 
23 Wildlife Service. I'm located in our regional office for         
24 the Upper Midwest Region up in Twin Cities, Minnesota. The        
25  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service continues to be interested in 
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1  protecting the natural resource values of the Jefferson 

2  Proving Ground. Over the past two years, federal and state 

3  biologists have conducted on-site investigations which have 

4  reaffirmed our interest. Preliminary findings show the 

 5  proving ground contains several high quality wetlands, woods 

 6  and streams supporting healthy and diverse wildlife 

  7  populations. The large expanse of Eastern deciduous forest 

 8  habitat and its inherent biological diversity warrants 

  9  consideration as a national wildlife refuge. 

10        The Fish and Wildlife Service biologists know good 

11  habitat when they see it, but until recently we have failed 

12  to recognize the magnitude of problems associated with 

13  unexploded ordnance hidden in this landscape. In March of 

14  this year, the Fish and Wildlife Service prepared and,  

15  submitted to the Army an EPA - a draft refuge concept plan. 

16  This plan is more detailed and represents a significant 

17  departure from the 1993 preliminary concept plan which 

18  appears in Appendix C of the Army's draft EIS. The plan in 

19  Appendix C is no longer valid.  Therefore, it should be 

20  withdrawn. 

21         The purpose of the draft concept plan is to 

22  generate discussion on details of safety, clean-up and 

23  liability between the three primary agencies involved. 

24  That's Fish and Wildlife Service, EPA and the Army. The 

25  ideas put forth so far by the Fish and Wildlife Service are 
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1  very preliminary because several unresolved issues affect 

2  the Army, EPA and Fish and Wildlife Service. These issues 

3  center around unexploded ordnance, associated clean-up, 

4 liability safety. You may have heard and read proposals for  

5 refuge - public use such as deer hunting, fishing on old  

6 Timbers Lake and a hundred thousand visits annually. I want 

7  to emphasize that no decision has been made to allow or not 

8  to allow these activities or this level of activity. At 

9  this time, we do not know what activities are compatible 

10  with unexploded ordnance. We do not know what areas are 

11  safe for recreation or how much use would be considered 

12  safe. These are very difficult questions. Sound recreation 
 

13   decisions cannot be made until additional ordnance 

14  information is collected and clean-up and safety decisions 

15  are made. 

16   Public access on national wildlife refuges is 
 

17  common.  Our early proposals for public access at JPG were 

18  based on use figures at other refuges without unexploded 

     19  ordnance. Furthermore, our proposals assume that the safety 

20  and liability concerns can be resolved. This is still the 

21  case; however, it appears that the problems faced at JPG are 

22  significant. The process of developing a public use plan 

23 will take longer than anticipated and use may be more 

24 restricted than we originally anticipated because of the  

25 unexploded ordnance. 
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1 The Army, EPA and Fish and wildlife have a lot of 
 
2 talking to do to work out solutions to the safety problems 

 
3 at JPG. If solutions can be found, then the refuge proposal 

 
4  can move forward. Many discussions on these issues will 

 
5  take place over the coming months and the Fish and wildlife 

 
6 Service looks forward to hearing your comments through this 
 
 7  Draft EIS process. We understand and share your interest in 
 
8  future recreation access to the property, but safety and  

  

9  liability will have to be the guiding factors in the 

 
10  decision to be made. Thank you. 
11 

12 MR. DAVIDSON:  Next speaker listed is a 
 
13 representative from Ripley County CARE. I'm gonna butcher 
 
14 your name if I tried to pronounce it, so if you could please 
 
15 come forward and spell it for the reporter. 
 
16                 MR. LAWBURGH: My name is Charles Lawburgh and CARE 
 
17 stands for - it's that - we have a problem with trash 
 
18 disposal in our county and I was - we were hoping that maybe 
 
19 with the JPG, there would be an opening; but it seems like 
 
20 everybody is concerned about the unexploded ordnance and 
 
21 there is - I'm been alert - been aware that right now the 
 
22 Army has some contractors in there cleaning up three hundred 
 
23 (300) acres and they gonna try to find out whether these 
 
24 contractors can clean that up and possibly there could be a 
 
25 breakthrough in that. They might be able to clean that 
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1  place up, but then the - oh, the Wildlife - the Fish and 

2  wildlife are really wanting that and we can take a lesson 

3  from what the government has been doing with the farmers and 

4    the different organizations about this wetlands. What 

5  they're doing - they're swapping property here that's 

6  supposed to be wetlands for property over here and they can 

7  go ahead and use that property and my one solution to that 

8  would be that we have - we have plenty of deer. We have  

9  plenty of turkey. We have plenty of wildlife and we have a 

10  variety of parks and recreation centers around the country 
 
11  here and if they - to get rid of this problem with the UXO, 

12 why not let Fish and wildlife swap with some of that 

13 property that doesn't have UXO on it for some of this - for 

14 this - oh, Jefferson Proving Ground. I mean, that's what 

15 they're doing with the public outside - the farmers and 

16 folks like that are getting that problem, so there's a - 

17 there's a lot of - like you say, there's a lot of property 

18 around that is being used for fish and wildlife and game 

19 reserves and things like that and we could go ahead and use 

20 that land in exchange for some of this land that really 

21 belongs to the three counties. I don't know how this is 

22 going to work out, but that is something I'm putting forth 

23 and it should be - I think it should be looked into because 

24 Lord knows we've got plenty of deer. We've got plenty of 

25 turkeys and we don't need all that extra right now. The 
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1 State and the Governor are trying to figure out how to 
 
2 control the wildlife and things like that because people are  

 
3 getting killed. People are getting their cars tore up and I 

 
4 - I'm wondering why the insurance companies aren't raising a 

 
5 lot more cain than they are over that situation and 

 
6 personally I've had - be driving along and I've had deer hit  

 
7 me in the back. I've had deer run across in front of it and 

8  so I don't think we need any extra breeding ground for deer 

9    so I - and I would like to see if there could be - maybe 
 
10  later on there could be some breakthrough on cleaning that   
 
11  up. This proving ground would be really - a really good 

 
12 place for the public if it could be brought forth, but if 

 
13 not, I would say they go ahead and swap the land. Well, 

 
14 thank you. 

 
15 MR. DAVIDSON: Could you spell your last name, 

 
16 please? 

 
17 MR. LAWBURGH: L-a-w-b-u-r-g-h. That's like 

 
18 Edinboro - instead of Lawburgh - instead of Edinboro. 

 
 19 MR. DAVIDSON: Thank you. 
 20 MR. LAWBURGH: You're welcome. 
 ̀

 21 
 22 MR. DAVIDSON: The next person offering to speak is 
 

23 a representative from Hoosier Environmental Council. If 
 

24 they could come forward at this time. 
 

25 MR. MALONEY: My name is Tim Maloney. That's 
 
 
 
 

24 



1 M-a-1-o-n-e-y. I'm representing the Hoosier Environmental 

2 Council tonight. Hoosier Environmental Council is a 

3 statewide not-for-profit environmental organization and 

4 tonight we're submitting our preliminary comments on the 

5 Environmental Impact Statement. we will submit more 

 6 detailed comments in writing prior to the end of the comment 

              7 period. 

 8  Tonight I would like to just go over some of our 

              9 general concerns. First of all, we have serious 

 10 reservations about the format of the Environmental Impact 

 11 Statement in the terms of it being a very generic analysis, 

 12 of categories of uses when there are specific, reasonably  

 13 foreseeable re-use plans are known at this time and should 

 14 have been analyzed in more detail during this process. It 

 15 is the intent of the National Environmental Policy Act and 

 16 its guidance of environmental impact statements that these 

 17 be as detailed and informationally complete as possible in 

 18 order to fully disclose all the considerations and issues 

_ 19 that are part of the decision making process and to allow 

 20 the decision makers and the public to be completely informed 

21 about the process. NEPA is not just a law that requires 

22 Procedure for procedure sake. It's a law that, if 

23 implemented properly, is intended to lead to good decisions 

24 and we don't think that the Environmental Impact Statement 
 

25      in its current format will do that. We are - there are 
 



 1 others who feel the same way and let me read you a quote 

 2 from the US EPA Region Five's letter to the Corp of 

 3 Engineers commenting on the Environmental Impact Statement 

 4 for Fort Harrison, which used the same particular format and 

 5 I quote: we recommend in the strongest possible terms that 

 6 the use of the generic intensity level methodology be 

 7 discontinued unless and until its validity, adequacy and 

 8 appropriateness is demonstrated to the satisfaction of the 

 9 US EPA and we would concur with that conclusion. Let me 

10 also quote here the NEPA regulations in their description of 

11 what's required in an Environmental Impact Statement. In 

12 the discussion of the alternatives section, which is called 

13 the heart of the Environmental Impact Statement, this part 

14 of the EIS should sharply define the issues and provide a 

15 clear basis for choice among options by the decision maker 

16 and the public and in this section agencies shall rigorously 

17 explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives 

18 and for alternatives which were eliminated from detailed 

19 study briefly discuss the reasons for their having been 

20 eliminated and devote substantial treatment to each 

21 alternative considered in detail, including the proposed 

22 action so that reviewers may evaluate their comparative 

23 merits. That is what we need to have from an Environmental 

24 Impact Statement to lead to the purpose of NEPA, which is 

25 good decision making. 
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1 We feel that the document is incomplete in its 
 
2 descriptions and consideration of the environment – 

 
3 environmental values that relate to Jefferson Proving 

 
4 Ground; particularly its regional biological significance of 

 
5 the habitats and wildlife that are found there and the  

 
6 effects if this habitat is lost that there needs to be a 

 
7 more complete discussion of the economic issues that looks 

 
8 more at the regional economic picture, including the 

 
9 availability of land throughout the region for private 

 
10 development and the more complete discussion and analysis of 

 
 11 the impacts of specific re-use options which are pretty well 
 
 12 known and have been discussed now for several years through 
 
 13 the work of the Regional Development Board and this would 
 
14 include the environmental and economic impacts of 
 
 15 agri-business development in the northern end of the proving 
 
16 ground, the impacts of development and suitability of the 
 
17 land for citing a solid waste landfill and other industrial 
 
18 developments and a more complete development analysis as was 
 
19 mentioned earlier of the long term environmental 
 
20 considerations there such as the depleted uranium and the 
 
21 UXO and the need for continued monitoring of potential 
 
22 environmental threats and in terms of ground water and 
 
23 surface water monitoring. 
 
24 We believe that contrary to the assertion of the 
 
25 EIS that the disposal decision is intimately related to the 



 

1   re-use decision since the Army's decision on transfer of the 

2   property of the Fish and Wildlife Service and its decision 

3   already made to surplus certain parts of the property are 

4   going to - being made as part of the disposal decision 

5   itself. 

6                  And finally to conclude, we would say that if the 

7 Environmental Impact Statement does go back and meet the 

8   spirit and intent of NEPA in completely analyzing all the 

9  considerations that are involved with the disposal and 

10 re-use of JPG, that a good decision and a good outcome is 

11 much more likely and we believe that decision and conclusion 

12 would be that the - all of the lands North of the firing 

13 line should become a National Wildlife Refuge. Thank you. 

14 

15               MR. DAVIDSON: Is there anyone else in the audience 

16 who is interested in making a verbal comment tonight? 

17 Please come forward. Give your name and spell it for the 

18 reporter, please. 

19               DR. EID: My name is Bobby Eid - E-i-d, and I'm 

20 with the US Nuclear Regulatory Commission Division of waste 

21 Management. I would like to add some more comments on the 

22 EIS. The first comment I would like to have is to bring 

23 attention of the authors to consider the environmental 

24 monitoring and characterization (inaudible). As you know, 

25 the U. S. Army conducted for the last ten (10) years or 
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1  eleven (11) years environmental monitoring and analysis of 

2 samples related to soil, ground water and surface water; and 

3  my suggestion if this analysis - data is analyzed and 

4  conclude the analysis and the results are (inaudible) 

5 included in order to assist potential contamination of the 

6 enviromental media - potential transport of contaminant, 

7 this would be a great improvement to the EIS. The other 

8 comment I would like to have is related to the UXO 
 
9 contamination and the cost of remediation. It is mentioned 

10 somehow in the EIS about - some number of the cost of UXO's 

11  and from the point of view of the DU - depleted uranium on 

12  the site, the major issue is the presence of the UXO along 

13  with the DU and this is one of the major obstacles actually 

14  in the clean up of the DU. In the environmental impact 

15  analysis, typically one could analyze the risk and the cost 

16  in terms of the clean up of the UXO's and then the clean up 

17  of the DU's. If this could be (inaudible) with some figures 

18  and analysis and some data based on the U. S. Army's  
19  experience and even if this report which is quoted, the EIS 

20  could be explained to the public in order to show what kind 

21  of cost and benefits related to the risk that could be 

22  sustained from having the DU and the UXO together not to be 

23  cleaned up to be left on site. 

24   Another point I would like to make is related to 

25  the risk and cost impact analysis. I would like to 
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4 

1 congratulate those who prepared the EIS. It is very well  

2 prepared to comment and I admire those people who prepared  

3 it; however, it lacks specificity. It lacks details. It  

4 lacks some kind of quantitative approach in order for the 

5  
I public to understand what are the issues and, in order to 

6  select the choices - in other words to select choice x or 

7 choice y based on risk, based on cost and based on 

8 benefits. Unfortunately, this is actually a disquantitative 

 9   approach is lacking in the EIS; so my suggestion that if 

10 there can be some more quantitative approach related to the 

11 risk and cost impact analysis, how much is the risk related 

12 to the DU in terms of the dose to the public, dose to the 

13 workers and the risk from the clean up in terms of number 

14 and then the cost and then what are the obstacles from the 

15 clean up so it would be more clear than this is the best we 

16 can have considering the cost and the risk. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

As far as I know, the U. S. Army contracted -               

contracted to conduct those at risk analysis for JPG               

although those impact analysis - they are preliminary and            

they are based on rough estimates; still they can be refined          

and they can be included in more detail in the EIS. 

The other point I would like to make, the EIS does not discuss 

in detail aspects of mitigation and mitigation I -technologies,. Maybe one 

of the obstacles is to find the appropriate technology in order to clean 

the UXO's and the 
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14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

DU. This is not spelled out in detail in the EIS; so the U. 

S. Army is aware of military technology and could also be a 

peek of industrial technology if it can be used for clean up 

of the UXO's and subsequently clean up of the DU'. So I 

would like to see more discussion of these technologies in 

addition to mitigation technologies that possibly can be 

used and some cost estimates also could be provided. 

Another important issue which is the - Mike has   

touched on but I would like to add more, which is the     

potential for transport of contaminants. This is very     

important issue and, based on the EIS - for example in      

Section 4.15, it does not refer to any analysis of the 

environmental media. All that we know is that (inaudible)       

has been generated on that; so, in addition, would like to know - 

to say clearly whether there is contamination or 

there is no contamination based on accurate analysis and then 

subsequent if there is a need for remediation/ I think that is 

the cost of such remediation would be cumbersome to do it. 
 

MR. DAVIDSON: Your five minutes have 
passed. 

DR. EID: So are you just - you know, one - two last 

points I would like to make if you could allow me. So therefore, I 

would like to - if you can address more, it does not also describe 

what kind of contamination in the environment (inaudible) in 

surface water or ground water. 
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1  Assume even if there is low contamination in surface water 

2  and ground water, we need to make prediction of what is the  

3  potential transport in the future based on mudling of the 

4  contaminant transport in this (inaudible) and, as you know,  
t there are some mudling approaches you can - and then you can          

6 support your assumption that there will be no contamination  

7  in the future near the boundary at least of the DU impact   

area. 

I would like to - last comments I would like to  

make because of the lack of time is the land use  

restriction, institution and control. It is good if the  

EIS considered assuming that the institution control failed  

because of any reason - because of mistakes, because of any  

reason - it is good to make some sort of assessment in such  

kind of failure or (inaudible) in the institution of control 

system.  What kind of impact to the property could be faced 

and also, after removal of the - when there is no 

institution of control after a hundred years - a thousand 

years, what kind of impasse could take place? 

The last point I would like to make is the under the 

encumbered disposal option, the EIS relies on land use 

restriction and the limited use of the property for the 14 

safety of the public. So - describing the proposed controls 

in greater detail could be more advantageous - could really 

add more to the improvement of the EIS - if can be more - a 
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1 better description of the kind of controls that can be 
 
2 managed on the site. I thank you. 
 
3 MR. DAVIDSON:  Thank you. All right. I understand 
 
4 there is no more interest in making verbal comments 

 
5 tonight. That brings the hearing to a conclusion then. I 

 
  6  want to assure you again that each of these verbal comments 
  7   tonight, as well as all written comments, will be documented  

 
8  in the Final Impact Statement along with an official Army 
 
9 response to each. I thank you for your time. It's been a 

 
10 pleasure to be here. 
 
 
11 

12 

13 CONCLUSION OF MEETING 
14 
15 STATE OF INDIANA  ) 
16 COUNTY OF JEFFERSON ) 
17   I, Lois Jackson, do hereby certify that I am a 
18   Notary Public in and for the County of Jefferson, State of 
19 Indiana, duly authorized and qualified to administer oaths: 
20   That the foregoing meeting was taken by me in shorthand and 
21 on a tape recorder on April 25, 1995, at the Salvation Army 
 
 
22 Building, 323 East Main Street, Madison, Indiana. 
 
 
23 I further certify that I am neither of counsel nor 
 
 
24   attorney at any party in said matter nor interested in the 
 
 
25   event of this meeting. 
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1 WITNESS my hand and Notarial Seal this 4th day of 

2 May, 1995 

4 LOIS JACKSON, NOTARY PUBLIC 
5 My Commission Expires:
 September 2, 1998 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13  i~ 
14 

 
15 

 
16 

 
17 

 
18 

 
19 

x 

y 20 
`-' 21 
 
 

22 
 

23 
 

24 
 

25 
 
 
 

 i 
34 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 


